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SWRCB EXECUTIVE

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT RECYCLED. WATER POLICY

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the subject revised draft Recycled
Water Policy. | supplied comments on the previous version of the document
when it was titled Water Recycling Policy. | have the following comments for
your consideration:

1. General Comments

a. | did not receive a response to my previocus comments, though |
see on the website that my comments were received by your office.
Thus, 1 do not know whether or not my comments were considered
in revising the document nor any rationale for not including or
discussing the comments. This particular process is not
stakeholder-friendly. In other projects dealing with cleanup sites
and CEQA reviews a response to comments is nearly always
provided. In comments [ receive on permits and documents that |
produce, response to comments received is always provided.
Common courtesy would dictate that a response is warranted. |
see nothing in the revised policy that satisfactorily responds toa
majority of my previous comments.

b. As | state previously, I fully support the concept of an increase use
of recycled water for a multitude of uses. Recharging wastewater
to the groundwater for later extraction and use is an approach that
has much value. The idea that a water containing pollutants at a
specific level should be allowed to be recharged anywhere within
the state is a fallacy. As done with each set of waste discharge
requirements for a specified activity, the proposed project needs to
be considered on its own merits. The quality of the groundwater
and the quality of the wastewater proposed for recharge need to be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis to assure that groundwater,
along with present and future beneficial uses, is sufficientfy
protected.

-¢. Has there been an evaluation of the potential for Natural Resource
Damage claims in regards to allowing the degradation to occur?
The State of New Jersey currently is obtaining Natural Resource
Damage claims against responsible parties that have cleaned up
sites to meet specified criteria. However, the remaining poliutants
have degraded the water resource — resulting in a damage to the
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¥ re%ource and a subsequent penalties. See also State of New
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‘é ;efxico v. General Electric Company where $27 million was spend
.~ onjinvestigation and cleanup and the resource damage claim after
cognpleting the cleanup was $5 billion.
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dNot all of the various Regions of the State Regional Water Quality
Control Board systems have the same need or desire to protect
groundwater quality. ‘As an example, Region 5 (the Central Valley
Region’s Basin Plan is the only one that have read in its entirety)
places a good deal of emphasis on protection of groundwater
quality. That Basin Plan contains both a narrative toxicity objective
for groundwater (no detrimental physiologic responses in humans)
and a Policy for Application of Water Quality Objectives, which
requires that narratives be applied with numerical limits in Board
Orders. The plan as written would not be in compliance with the
Policy for Application of Water Quality Objectives in the Region 5
Basin Plan. The plan allows for injection of water at concentrations
of pollutants up the MCL, regardless of what the risk values for
those pollutants are, nor looking at additive risks of the pollutants.

No other Region has this combination of Basin Plan features.
Region 5 is also unique in that it supplies 2/3 of the State's demand
for surface water and 3/4 of the State’s demand for groundwater.
As such, Region 5 has a need to be more protective of its water
resources. .

2. Specific Comments:

a. Finding 4. It is stated that uniform interpretation of the similar
requirements found in Regional Water Quality Control Board’s
Basin Plans is needed to reduce uncertainty in the design
requirements of recycled water projects. Though, in part, that may
be a desirable outcome, one should not default to the most lenient,
and least water quality protective, interpretation of those
requirements, as it appears to occur in this draft policy. As drafted
the policy would allow: '

i. Using the entire capacity of the receiving water to assimilate
selected poliutants. By doing so, it places a greater burden
on downgradient sources of those pollutants to reduce their
impact on the receiving water and potentially requires them
to cleanup further than would ordinarily be required and/or
provide additional treatment;

i. The concentrations of pollutants in the aquifer from recharge
of the recycled water to exceed concentrations that are




